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ABSTRACT
Shame, Relational Aggression, and Sexual Satisfaction: A Longitudinal Study
Austin R. Beck
School of Family Life, BYU
Master of Science
This longitudinal study examined the relationship between husband and wife shame and
husband and wife sexual satisfaction one year later with husband and wife relational aggression
as mediating variables. The sample included 353 heterosexual married couples who participated
in the Flourishing Families Research Project, a longitudinal study of daily family life. Results
showed that husband and wife shame was negatively related with husband and wife sexual
satisfaction, respectively. Husband love withdrawal was negatively related with both husband
and wife sexual satisfaction, while wife love withdrawal was negatively related with only
husband sexual satisfaction. Each partner’s use of social sabotage was negatively related with
their partner’s sexual satisfaction. Research and clinical implications were discussed.
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Introduction
Factors that help marriages thrive have been studied extensively, and yet scholars are still
learning more about what makes marriages successful (Butler & Wampler, 1999; Carroll, Hill,
Yorgason, Larson, & Sandberg, 2013; Jackson, Miller, Oka, & Henry, 2014; Twenge, Campbell,
Foster, 2003). Couples tend to report high levels of relationship satisfaction when there is a
feeling of intimacy between the partners (e.g., Greeff & Malherbe, 2001). While intimacy is a
multidimensional construct, the sexual aspects of intimacy are highly correlated with couples’
relationship satisfaction (Christopher & Sprecher, 2000; Greeff & Malherbe, 2001; HendersonKing & Veroff, 1994; Sprecher, 2002; Yeh, Lorenz, Wickrama, Conger, & Elder, 2006). It is
important to study sexual satisfaction because of its link to overall relationship satisfaction and
because it is such an integral part of marital interaction. It is also important to note that the
importance placed on the sexual relationship is based on western views of sexuality, and thus
many of the studies used in this paper are written from such a standpoint (Agocha, Asencio, &
Decena, 2014). Western views of sexuality have influenced the ways respondents have, among
other things, defined what constitutes attractiveness (Gangestad & Scheyd, 2005) and what is
considered low, medium, and high levels of sexual frequency (Ubillos, Paez, & Gonzalez, 2000).
When studying other cultures, one would want to account for different views on sexuality as well
as the availability of things like birth control in the culture of interest. Empirical studies of
marital sex have included sexual functioning (Chang, Klein, & Gorzalka, 2013) sexual frequency
and discrepancy (Mark & Murray, 2012; McNulty & Fisher, 2008), and attraction levels (Mark
& Herbenick, 2014), as well as perceived sexual satisfaction (e.g., McNulty, Wenner, & Fisher,
2014).
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Trait shame, also known as internalized shame, has been linked with a variety of negative
outcomes, both personal and relational (e.g. Baldwin, Baldwin, & Ewald, 2006; Brown, 2004;
Gilbert, 2000; Harder, 1995; Lewis, 1971, 1987; Nathanson, 1992; Tangney & Dearing, 2002).
Shame has been defined as “an emotion in response to a negative evaluation of one’s self”
(Harper & Hoopes, 1990, p. 3 italics included). Shadbolt (2009) highlighted the transactional
nature of shame and the shaming behaviors that are often prompted by or linked with one’s
sexuality. While the physical act of sex, with one giving oneself to another, is inherently
physically vulnerable, it can also be quite emotionally vulnerable and can trigger a wide variety
of shameful feelings, including shame about one’s body. Sexual intimacy is more than just
physically vulnerable; it is also emotionally vulnerable (Metz & McCarthy, 2010). Sexual
intimacy can trigger shame about one’s body, one’s perceived sexual prowess, or even one’s
self-worth (Shadbolt, 2009). Shadbolt (2009) further explained that while shame is a universal
experience, it often shows up in the bedroom in intimate sexual experiences where marital
partners feel vulnerable and fear their “badness” might be discovered by their partner. It is likely
that partners who experience high trait shame have lower sexual satisfaction. One purpose of
this study was to examine the relationship of trait shame and marital sexual satisfaction one year
later in both husbands and wives.
It is likely that some dynamics of marital interaction mediate the relationship between
trait shame and sexual satisfaction. It is important to identify potential mediating variables
because they may be more amenable to intervention than trait shame. One possible mediator
between shame and sexual satisfaction is a specific type of romantic relational aggression called
love withdrawal (Carroll, Nelson, Yorgason, Harper, Ashton, & Jensen, 2010; Karney, 2007).
Love withdrawal encompasses behaviors such as ignoring your partner, threatening to leave, and
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withholding affection. A second type of romantic relational aggression, social sabotage,
involves spreading negative information about one’s spouse, damaging his or her reputation with
others, recruiting others to take sides in an argument, and intentionally embarrassing one’s
spouse in front of others. Carroll et. al. (2010) found that love withdrawal and social sabotage
are much more likely to occur in a marriage than overt physical aggression. They reported in
their sample of 652 married individuals that 88% of husbands and 96% of wives were reported
by their partners to have used love withdrawal, and 50% of husbands and 67% of wives were
reported to have used social sabotage in their marriage.
A second purpose of the study was to examine love withdrawal and social sabotage as
potential mediators between trait shame and sexual satisfaction. While both types of romantic
relational aggression were examined as mediators, it was hypothesized that only love withdrawal
would be a significant mediator. As mentioned previously, shame is an emotional reaction to
one’s negative evaluation of one’s self. With such a low evaluation of one’s self, it is likely that
the more private nature of love withdrawal would make it a more appealing option for someone
that experiences a lot of shame and does not want their “badness” to be discovered. Engaging in
social sabotage requires a person to disclose more about the relationship, and a person with high
trait shame might anticipate that those who hear social sabotage comments would conclude that
it is the fault of the person making the comments rather than the fault of the person’s partner.
Specifically, an Actor Partner Interdependence Model, APIM (Kenney, Kashy, & Cook, 2006),
shown in Figure 1, was used to examine the relationship between husband and wife trait shame
(measured initially) and husband and wife sexual satisfaction one year later with husband and
wife love withdrawal and social sabotage (measured in the same year as the outcomes, wife and
husband sexual satisfaction) as potential mediating variables.
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Literature Review
Theoretical Foundations
Understanding shame has its origins in psychodynamic theory (Kaufman, 1996).
Psychodynamic theory includes concepts of unmet needs and the internal working world of
affect, including shame. A central concept of the theory is that people develop internal
representational worlds or internal working models of their self in relationship to others. These
internal working models are developed early in life and last into adulthood (Goodman, 2005).
Harper and Hoopes (1990) concluded that trait shame is rooted in the dynamics of early family
relationships and is subsequently influenced by interactions with peers, teachers, and in adult
relationships. The underlying assumption is that people develop shame early in their lives in
response to family dynamics that lead to unmet needs and inhibit and even punish the expression
of emotion (Miller, 1996). As shaming experiences punish the normal expression of emotion
and begin to “pile up”, the children develop an internal working model in which they conclude “I
must be bad because these feelings come from inside of me, and others react negatively to my
expression of these feelings”. In these circumstance, children internalize shame and come to
expect others to be shaming to them. Over time as these patterns become more consistent, and
the shame becomes deeply rooted and bleeds into other aspects of the person’s life, especially
relationships (Harper, 2011).
Due to trait shame affecting adult relationships, some (Shadbolt, 2009) have
hypothesized that it affects sexual interactions in adult romantic partnerships because a person
who has trait shame tends to hide their feelings and emotions, and healthy sexual interaction is
about opening up to another and feeling vulnerable. Shame has been associated with feelings of
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insecurity in a relationship (Karos, 2006; Wells & Hansen, 2003) as well as with forms of
anxiety and avoidance (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998).
Lastly, psychodynamic theory supports the idea that people interact with others based on
their internal working models, and this distorts interpersonal perceptions and interactions
(Poulton, 2013). Attachment theory incorporated the idea of internal working models from
object relations theorists, and as viewed from both theoretical perspectives, a person who has
high internalized shame is more prone to viewing others as shaming so they use avoidance of
personal disclosure and avoidance of emotional intimacy to defend against others discovering
who they are and shaming them more. In this respect, it is likely that trait shame is related to
love withdrawal.
However, the theory would indicate that it is unlikely that shame would be related to
social sabotage. When a person experiences high levels of trait shame, they withdraw and seek
to defend against being discovered by others. Engaging in social sabotage as a form of relational
aggression would not help the shame-based person hide. It is likely that partners with high trait
shame would assume that their “badness” has somehow influenced their partner’s behavior so
they would be unlikely to use social sabotage because it would further expose them as the cause
of their partner’s behavior (Harper and Hoopes, 1990).
Shame and Sexual Satisfaction
Harper (2011) identified shame as an innate affect often described as humiliation,
embarrassment, or fallen pride. Frequent and intense experiences of shame eventually lead to
trait shame or internalized shame, which is a sense of being bad, flawed at the core. Harper and
Hoopes (1990) concluded that trait shame is rooted in the dynamics of early family relationships
and is subsequently influenced by interactions with peers, teachers, and in adult relationships.
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Such shame has been related to feelings of insecurity in relationships (Karos, 2006; Wells &
Hansen, 2003) as well as the presence of distress in couple relationships (Greenberg, 2008).
Kaufmann (1996) identified stages of internalization of shame. Initially, frequent
shaming experiences in which a person’s feelings are invalidated lead to self-blame, selfcontempt, and negative comparisons of self with others. As these negative self-evaluations
escalate, people move into the second stage where they suppress their desire for connection and
feelings that come with that desire to connect. During this stage people disown basic feelings
and needs. Eventually, people move to the third stage during which they experience self as all
negative and others as all positive. In the final step, people base their entire identity on shame.
In unhealthy family systems, these steps proceed quickly and at a young age (Harper, 2011).
The empirical research related to shame and sexual satisfaction is still in its infancy, but
early research has found that sexual satisfaction is negatively related to shame (Harper, Hughes,
& Bean, in press). Shame has been related to a variety of interpersonal hiding behaviors and a
fear of disclosing ones’ needs, wants and feelings (Harper & Hoopes, 1990). When one thinks
that who they are is bad, it becomes difficult to draw close to others due to the fear that the
badness will rub off on others (Harper & Hoopes, 1990). Shame can distort perceptions of
sexual experiences, making it difficult for someone to experience a sexual relationship as a
satisfying experience. A number of sexual problems have been related to poor disclosure and
communication, and quite often one of the main interventions is to try and increase couple
communication and openness surrounding the problem (Hertlein, Weeks, & Gambescia, 2009;
Hertlein, Weeks, & Sendak, 2009).
Shame is related to a variety of different negative feelings in a relationship, such as
insecurity, instability, and a lack of safety (Karos 2006, Wells & Hansen, 2003) and these
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feelings, along with the behaviors that are often motivated by those feelings, are associated with
various forms of relational dysfunction, including but not limited to decreased sexual satisfaction
in couples (Butzer & Campbell, 2008; Davis et. al., 2006; Timm & Keiley, 2011). Shaver &
Mikulincer (2006) found that when either partner is anxious or avoidant in his or her expression
of relational insecurity, sexual satisfaction is negatively influenced. Birnbaum, Mikulincer,
Szepsenwol, Shaver, and Mizrahi (2014) also found that individuals with high avoidance in
relationships (more likely with high trait shame individuals) are slower in response to sexual
stimuli and tend to view sexual stimuli as a source of distress and, therefore, avoid sexual
encounters. Love withdrawal could be one strategy for avoiding sexual interaction. Conversely,
feelings of security, stability, and safety in adult couples are associated with better intimacy,
relationship quality, and functioning (Mikulincer, 1995; Johnson & Whiffen, 2003).
Relational Aggression as a Potential Mediator
Romantic relational aggression is viewed as a separate construct from verbal, emotional,
and physical aggression (Linder, Crick, & Collins, 2002). Romantic relational aggression often
occurs in a relationship without the presence of any physical aggression (Crick & Grotpeter,
1995; Crick et. al., 1999; Werner & Crick, 1999). While verbal and physical aggression may
include threats, verbal insults, accusations, and coercion (Kasian & Painter, 1992; Murphy &
O’Leary, 1989), these behaviors do not completely capture the full range of relational
aggression. According to Linder, Crick, and Collins (2002) romantic relational aggression is
any action or behavior that causes harm by damaging relationships or feelings of acceptance and
love. When such behavior occurs in romantic partnerships, it is called romantic relational
aggression. Linder, Crick, and Collins (2002) explain that romantic relational aggression can
include things such as flirting with others to make your romantic partner jealous, giving a partner
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the silent treatment when angry, and threatening to break up with a partner if they will not
comply with a request. While these examples vary in degrees of severity, they are all considered
to be forms of relational aggression.
Carroll, et. al., (2010) found love withdrawal and social sabotage to be distinct types of
romantic relational aggression in marital relationships. Love withdrawal is a type of romantic
relational aggression (Coyne, et al., 2011). It is seen as an indirect, manipulative strategy to
either hurt a partner or to control their behavior in an attempt to get them to change relationship
behavior. Social sabotage refers to behaviors where the spouse or partner harms his or her
partner in indirect and circuitous ways, such as sharing private information with third parties or
recruiting others to take their side in an argument (Carroll, et. al., 2010). Love withdrawal and
social sabotage have been shown to be negatively related to relationship quality in dating
relationships (Linder, Crick, & Collins, 2002), and since sexual satisfaction and relationship
satisfaction are highly correlated, love withdrawal is likely related to poorer sexual satisfaction.
Carroll, et. al. (2010) defined love withdrawal as “a form of direct relational aggression,
in that the target of the behavior is directly and consistently confronted by the inattentiveness of
the spouse (e.g., silent treatment or withdrawal of affection)” (p. 318). While love withdrawal is
sometimes considered a direct form of relational aggression due to the fact that the spouse is
directly confronted by the inattentiveness or withdrawal of the partner, it is still a way in which
partners avoid directly expressing their needs and desires. It has been found that love withdrawal
and social sabotage both independently predict lower marital quality as well as marital instability
(Carroll et. al., 2010). Harper, Hughes, and Bean (in press) found that when a partner uses love
withdrawal and turns things like affection and sex into a bargaining chip, both partners’ sexual
satisfaction is negatively affected.

9
Retzinger (1995) concluded that shame leads to negative coping responses like anger and
defensiveness, while in other cases it can lead to withdrawal and hiding. Anger in relationships
can lead to aggression, or more specifically a type of aggression that Crick and Grotpeter (1995)
identified as relational aggression. When people have higher trait shame, they tend to employ
avoidant and hiding behaviors as a means of keeping others from discovering their “badness”
(Harper, 2011). Shame may be related to love withdrawal in three ways. First, partners with
high amounts of shame tend to struggle to be direct in asking for their needs to be met and will
often manipulate their partner using love withdrawal as a means of getting their needs met,
getting partner to take notice of them in some way, or to test their partner to see if they will care
that they are withholding their love (Carroll et. al., 2010; Madsen, 2013; Lee, 2008). Secondly,
Harper and Hoopes (1990) posited that rather than allowing the other partner in a relationship to
discover a person’s shame, the person rejects the partner by withdrawing love as a way to avoid
the possibility of a partner rejecting them first if their shame is discovered. Using love
withdrawal essentially becomes the way that the partner defends against being fully discovered
in the relationship. Third, people with high trait shame worry that their shame will “rub off” on
others so they withdraw in relationships thinking that this prevents others from becoming
polluted by their shame (Harper, 2011). Love withdrawal helps shame based partners calm their
fears related to feeling inferior and to worrying that their “badness” will affect their partner.
Bagner and colleagues (2007) found that loneliness and depression, correlates of trait shame,
were related to romantic relational aggression, which indirectly supports the possible connection
between shame and love withdrawal. The problem with seeking reassurance in this sort of
manipulative way is that love and the expression of love becomes a bargaining chip and source
of emotional coercion in the relationship.
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While social sabotage was also examined as a potential mediator between trait shame and
sexual satisfaction, it is likely that shame and social sabotage are unrelated. At least, the
theoretical foundations of shame would suggest that shame-based individuals would not likely
engage in social sabotage because they would risk their shame being uncovered by others if they
were to talk negatively about their spouse to others. It is also likely that talking negative about
one’s partner would allow others to discover that the person’s “badness” had actually been the
root for her/his partner’s behavior (Harper & Hoopes, 1990).
Gender differences.
Carroll et. al., (2010) found that “patterns of love withdrawal, such as intentionally
ignoring one’s spouse or withholding affection and sex during times of conflict, were used, at
least to some degree, by nearly all wives and the vast majority of husbands (as reported by their
partners)” (p. 325). Archer and Coyne (2005), along with Crick et. al. (1999) found that women
were more likely to use romantic relational aggression than men in dating relationships, even
though the likelihood of men using romantic relational aggression increased as they moved into
adulthood. Bjorkqvist et. al. (1994) attributed the increase in males’ increased use of relational
aggression as they move into emerging adulthood to the fact that their previous means of control
are no longer as effective. While it may be that wives and husbands differ in the amounts they
engage in romantic relational aggressive behaviors, there was no basis in the literature for
predicting that the path from shame to romantic relational aggression and from romantic
relational aggression to sexual satisfaction would differ based on gender. Thus, no gender
related hypotheses were generated because the relationship between these variables has never
been studied before. In this study the gender differences will be studied for the first time as a
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means of predicting the relationship between shame and romantic relational aggression and
between romantic relational aggression and sexual satisfaction.
Current Study and Research Questions
The aim of the current study was to explore the relationship between husband and wife
shame and husband and wife sexual satisfaction as mediated by husband and wife love
withdrawal and social sabotage using 2 waves of data. More specifically, husband and wife
shame was used to predict each partner’s sexual satisfaction one year later while still controlling
for sexual satisfaction at the first time point. The measurement and structural model is shown in
Figure 1.
In terms of actor effects, the following hypotheses were tested:
1. Each partner’s shame would be negatively related to his/her own sexual satisfaction.
2. It was also hypothesized that wife and husband love withdrawal would partially mediate
the relationship between wife and husband shame and sexual satisfaction, respectively.
3. Based on theoretical formulations of shame, it was hypothesized that social sabotage
would not be related to shame for either partner.
4. If shame is not related to social sabotage, it was hypothesized that social sabotage would
not be a significant mediator between shame and sexual satisfaction for either husbands
or wives.
In terms of partner effects, the following hypotheses were tested:
5. It was hypothesized that wife shame would be negatively related to husband sexual
satisfaction and that husband shame would be negatively related to wife sexual
satisfaction.
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Since the literature has not established support for other partner effects, specific hypotheses
were not formulated. Rather the general research question, “What other partner effects are
significant?” was raised. As can be seen in Figure 1, predictor variables were measured in the
first time period (time 4), and outcome variables were measured one year later (time 5), and the
mediating variables were measured at the same time as the outcomes. Sexual satisfaction and
marital satisfaction for both partners were also controlled for by including wife and husband
sexual satisfaction at time 4 as predictors of the outcome variables time 5. Love withdrawal and
social sabotage were also controlled for including wife and husband love withdrawal and social
sabotage time 4 with paths to wife and husband love withdrawal and social sabotage time 5.
Other control variables are described below in the “Measures” section.
Methods
Participants
The participants for this study were taken from the Flourishing Families Project (FFP),
which is an ongoing, longitudinal study of inner family life involving families with a child
between the ages of 10 and 13. In the initial wave 500 families (147 single parent and 353 twoparent) participated. Since the current study centers on couple variables, only the adults from the
two- parent families comprised the sample for the current study (n=353). The current study
utilized variables from waves 4 and 5. Earlier waves were not used because some of the
variables of interest in this study were not included until these later waves. At wave 5, 94.9% of
couples from wave 1 were still participating making 319 couples as the sample for the current
study.
The wave 4 mean age for husbands was 48.34 years (SD=5.96) and wives 46.50 years
(SD=5.70), and they had been in their relationships on average for 20.81 years (SD=5.21).
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Eighty-seven percent of husbands and 82% of wives reported being European American or
Caucasian. Five percent of husbands and 5% of wives reported being African American. Two
percent of husbands and 5% of wives reported being Asian American. One percent of husbands
and 3% of wives reported being Hispanic. Five percent of husbands and 5% of wives reported
that they were “mixed/biracial”. Of these 319 couples, no husbands and 1% of wives reported
less than high school education. Six percent of husbands and 5% of wives reported having a
high school diploma. Twenty-four percent of husbands and 26% of wives reported having some
college. Thirty-nine percent of husbands and 40% of wives reported having a bachelor’s degree.
Nineteen percent of husbands and 21% of wives reported having a Master’s degree. Twelve
percent of husbands and 7% of wives reported having a professional/Ph.D. degree. Forty-six
percent reported an annual household income between $60,000-100,000; 13% reported below
$60,000; 21% reported between $100-120,000, and 19% reported making more than $120,000.
Procedure
All of the participant families for the FFP were selected from a large northwestern city.
Participant families were interviewed during the first eight months of 2007. A purchased
national telephone survey database (Polk Directories/InfoUSA) was used as the primary
recruiting apparatus. Eighty-two million households across the United States were claimed to
belong to this database. This database claimed to have detailed information about each
household. Included was the presence and age of children. These families in the Polk Directory
were chosen from targeted census tracts parallel the socio-economic and racial stratification of
reports of the local school districts. Every family with a child between ages of 10 and 14 living
within the census tracts were considered eligible to participate in the FFP. Four hundred twentythree of the 692 eligible families agreed to participate (61% response rate). Families of lower
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socio-economic status were under-represented due to the nature of the Polk Directory national
database. This database was generated using telephone, magazine, and internet subscription
reports. Referrals and fliers were employed as an attempt to more closely reflect the
demographics of the local area. The number of families recruited through these alternative
means were limited (n = 77, 15%). This attempt to more accurately reflect the true local
demographics was tremendously helpful in increasing the social-economic and ethnic diversity
of the sample.
By using a multi-stage recruitment procedure, all families were contacted directly. This
process first included a letter of introduction. The letter was sent to potentially qualified families
(this first step was skipped for the 15 families who responded to fliers). Home visits and phone
calls were then made to confirm eligibility as well as participant willingness to participate in the
study. Following the confirmation of eligibility and consent, interviewers made an appointment
to come to the family’s home to conduct an assessment interview. The assessment interview
included video-taped interactions (not used in current study), in addition to questionnaires that
were completed in the home. The lack of time and concerns of privacy were the most frequent
reasons cited by families for not wanting to participate in the study. There was very little
missing data in this study. This was done by screening questionnaires for missing answers and
double marking upon collection of each segment of the in-home interview.
Measures
Trait Shame, Time 4. Latent variables for husband and wife trait shame were created
using the eight items as indicators from the Inadequacy Scale of the Internalized Shame Scale
(Cook, 2001) completed a time 4. Participants responded to a Likert-type scale ranging from 1
(Never) to 5 (Almost Always). Sample items included “I feel like I am never quite good enough”,
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“I feel as if I am somehow defective as a person,” and “When I compare myself to others I am
just not as important.” The Cronbach reliabilities for waves 4 and 5 were .92 and .94 for women
and .92 and .94 for men. Factor loadings of the eight items ranged from .64 to .87 for wives and
from .66 to .83 for husbands. .
Love withdrawal, Times 4 and 5. As shown in Figure 1, two separate latent variables, one
for husbands and one for wives, were created using partner reports on six love withdrawal items
(α = .90 for women; α = .88 for men) from the Couples Relational Aggression and Victimization
Scale (CRAViS) developed by Nelson and Carroll (2006) and completed at time 5. CRAViS is a
modified version of the original Self-Report of Aggression and Victimization (SRAV) measure
developed by Morales and Crick (1998) and extended to romantic relationships of young adults
by Linder, Crick, & Collins (2002). Using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1(not at all true)
to 7 (very true), partners were asked to consider the spouse’s behavior and answer each item.
Sample items from the love withdrawal scale included “My partner gives me the silent treatment
when I hurt his/her feelings in some way” and “My partner has intentionally ignored me until I
give in to his/her way about something.” Carroll and colleagues (2010) found that the CRAViS
measure had good discriminate validity in predicting distressed couples. The Cronbach
reliabilities for love withdrawal were .88 for wives and .90 for husbands at wave five.
Confirmatory factor analysis in the original psychometric study showed that the items loaded on
two scales with a range of factor loadings from .65 to .91 for love withdrawal and from .65 to .87
for social sabotage (Carroll et al., 2010). The factor loadings for the six indicators for the latent
variable wife love withdrawal, time 5 and for the latent variable husband love withdrawal, time 5
ranged from .54 to .92 and from .54 to .93, respectively.
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Social Sabotage, Times 4 and 5. As shown in Figure 1, two separate latent variables, one
for husbands and one for wives, were created using partner reports on six social sabotage items
(α = .78 for women; α = .90 for men) from the Couples Relational Aggression and Victimization
Scale (CRAViS) developed by Nelson and Carroll (2006) and completed at time 5. CRAViS is a
modified version of the original Self-Report of Aggression and Victimization (SRAV) measure
developed by Morales and Crick (1998) and extended to romantic relationships of young adults
by Linder, Crick, & Collins (2002). Using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all true)
to 7 (very true), partners were asked to consider the spouse’s behavior and answer each item.
Sample items from the social sabotage scale included “My partner gets other people to “take
sides” with her/him and gets them upset with me too”, and “My partner has spread negative
information about me to be mean”. Carroll and colleagues (2010) found that the CRAViS
measure had good discriminate validity in predicting distressed couples. The Cronbach
reliabilities for social sabotage were .88 for wives and .90 for husbands at wave five.
Confirmatory factor analysis in the original psychometric study showed that the items loaded on
two scales with a range of factor loadings from .65 to .91 for love withdrawal and from .65 to .87
for social sabotage (Carroll et al., 2010). The factor loadings for the six indicators for the latent
variable wife social sabotage, time 5 and for the latent variable husband social sabotage, time 5
ranged from .66 to .90 and from .71 to .92, respectively.
Sexual satisfaction, Times 4 and 5. Two latent variables, wife sexual satisfaction and
husband sexual satisfaction, were created using seven indicators each. These indicators included
a general sexual satisfaction item from the Revised Experiences in Close Relationships
Questionnaire, “I am satisfied with my sex life with my partner” rated from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 7 (strongly agree) (Fraley, Waller, & Breenan), one item from RELATE (Busby, Holman, and
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Taniguchi, 2001) about conflict over sex [“How often is intimacy/sexuality a problem in your
relationship? reverse scored and rated from 1 (never) to 4 (often)], and five items s from the
Sexual Satisfaction subscale of the Martial Satisfaction Inventory–Research (Snyder, 1997)
(Cronbach’s alphas ranging from .79 to .84). Participants responded to these last five items using
a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (all of the time). Examples of items included “I
am satisfied with our sexual relationship” and “I would like my partner to express a little more
tenderness during intercourse” (reverse scored). Factor loadings for these items for times 4 and 5
ranged from .71 to .84.
RELATE, first developed in 1979 (Busby, Holman, & Taniguchi, 2001), is considered a
reliable and valid instrument and has been used in more than 95 studies of marriage (Busby &
Gardner, 2008; Busby & Holman, 1989; Busby, Carroll, & Willoughby, 2010; Carroll, Dean,
Larson, & Busby, 2011; Holman, Larson, & Harmer, 1994; RELATE Institute, 2012).
Cronbach’s alphas for the original psychometric studies of subscales ranged from .66 to .85, and
test-retest reliabilities ranged from .67 to .94. Concurrent validity studies of RELATE show that
the subscales are correlated with the Revised Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Busby et al., 2001) with
ranges from -.48 to .57 indicating that RELATE, while demonstrating some convergent validity,
also demonstrates discriminate validity. The score for discrepancy between actual and desired
frequency of intercourse created for this study was highly correlated (.83) with measures of
relationship satisfaction and (.76) with the general sexual satisfaction item.
Snyder (1997) reported psychometric properties of the MSI–R sexual satisfaction scale.
Reliability coefficients ranged between .74 and .85. Original factor loadings of the items in the
subscale ranged from to .69 to .86. Concurrent validity studies have shown the MSI–R to be
highly correlated with other relationship satisfaction measures (Snyder) and predictive validity
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studies (e.g., Whisman, Beach, & Snyder, 2008) have shown it to discriminate between
distressed and non-distressed couples. Husbands and wives completed both the MSI-R questions
at both times 4 and time 5. Time 5 included these MSI-R indicators as part of the latent outcome
variable in this study; time 4 was used as a control variable. The factor loadings for these seven
items ranged from .52 to .82 for wives and from .57 to .88 for husbands at wave 5. At time 4, the
factor loadings ranged from .58 to .84 for wives and from .59 to .89 for husbands.
Marital Satisfaction, Time 4 Covariate. Since studies cited in the literature review
indicated that marital satisfaction and sexual satisfaction are highly correlated, marital
satisfaction at Time 4 was included as a covariate. Marital Satisfaction was measured with the
Norton Marital Quality Index (Norton, 1983). Each partner responded to six items ranging from
1 (very strongly disagree) to 5 (Very strongly agree). Examples of these items included “We
have a good relationship”, “My relationship with my partner makes me happy”, and “My
relationship with my partner is very stable”. They also responded to one additional item (also a
part of the Norton Marital Quality Index) about the degree of happiness in their relationship
using a scale ranging from 1 (very unhappy) to 10 (perfectly happy). The sum of these items at
Time 4 was used to create the control variables for wives and for husbands.
The Norton Marital Quality Index is a widely used measure of global marital satisfaction
and is highly correlated with other measures of marital satisfaction (Norton, 1983). The
reliability coefficients in this sample were .97 for both wives and husbands.
Covariates. Husband and wife age, education, and annual household income, and
husband and wife marital satisfaction at time 4 were also used as covariates with paths to sexual
satisfaction at Time 5 since marital quality and sexual satisfaction have been shown to be related
to each other (Butzer & Campbell, 2008; Hertlein, Weeks, & Gambescia, 2015).
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Analytic Plan
Descriptive statistics including means, standard deviations, and correlations were
calculated for every measured variable. Paired t-tests were used to examine mean differences
between wives and husbands. A correlation matrix including the correlations between all
measured variables was examined, and there were no correlations between independent variables
that were high enough to indicate possible problems with multi-collinearity.
The measurement model for each latent variable was examined to determine that all
indicators loaded at least at .50 or above which they did.
Finally, structural equation modeling using AMOS 20 was be used to examine the
relationships among the predictor variables and the criterion variables. Two separate models
were run, one using husband and wife love withdrawal as mediators and one using husband and
wife social sabotage as mediators. Initially, a model containing both love withdrawal and social
sabotage in the same model was examined. However, the model would not run with these four
mediating variables in the same model, likely because of moderately high correlations between
love withdrawal and social sabotage. It is also likely that there was not enough couples in the
sample to adequately test a model with four mediators because statistical power would be low.
Therefore, two separate models, one with wife and husband withdrawal as the mediators and one
with wife and husband social withdrawal as the mediators. Finally, bias corrected bootstrapping
was used to test if wife and husband love withdrawal significantly mediated the relationship
between husband and wife shame and husband and wife sexual satisfaction.
Results
The means, standard deviations, and correlations for all measured variables were reported
in Table 1. Paired sample t-tests showed that wife and husband means for love withdrawal (t=
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4.37, df = 306, p<.001), social sabotage (t= 2.19, df =306, p<.05), and sexual satisfaction (t=4.19,
df = 306, p<.001) were significantly different from each other. The mean for wife love
withdrawal (2.74, SD=1.17) was significantly greater than the mean for husband love withdrawal
(2.38, SD=1.26). The mean for wife social sabotage (1.50, SD=.75) was significantly greater
than the mean for husband social sabotage (1.39, SD=.81). The mean for wife sexual satisfaction
(3.67, SD=.73) was significantly greater than the mean for husband sexual satisfaction (3.50,
SD=.60).
As seen in Table 1, wife shame was significantly correlated with wife love withdrawal,
wife social sabotage, husband social sabotage, and wife sexual satisfaction with correlations
ranging from -.23 to .25. Husband shame was significantly correlated with wife love
withdrawal, husband love withdrawal, wife social sabotage, and husband sexual satisfaction with
correlations ranging from -.32 to .22. Wife love withdrawal was significantly correlated with
wife shame, husband shame, husband love withdrawal, wife social sabotage, husband social
sabotage, wife sexual satisfaction, and husband social satisfaction with correlations ranging from
-.43 to .54. Husband love withdrawal was significantly correlated with husband shame, wife
love withdrawal, wife social sabotage, husband social sabotage, wife sexual satisfaction, and
husband sexual satisfaction with correlations ranging from -.45 to .54. Wife social sabotage was
significantly correlated with wife shame, husband shame, wife love withdrawal, husband love
withdrawal, husband social sabotage, wife sexual satisfaction, and husband sexual satisfaction
with correlations ranging from -.41 to .54. Husband social sabotage significantly correlated with
wife shame, wife love withdrawal, husband love withdrawal, wife social sabotage, wife sexual
satisfaction, and husband sexual satisfaction with correlations ranging from -.35 to .53.
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Results from the Actor Partner Interdependence Model are shown in Figures 2 and 3.
The overall fit indices for the model with Love Withdrawal as a mediator (See Figure 2) showed
the hypothesized model was a good fit to the data (X2 = 528.02,df=483, p=.06, CFI= .992,
RMSEA = .018, SRMR = .046). The overall fit indices for the model with Social Sabotage as a
mediator (See Figure 3) also showed the hypothesized model was a good fit to the data (X2 =
583.46, df=531, p=.07, CFI = .993, RMSEA = .017, SRMR = .048). According to Kline (2011)
a model with good fit should have a non-significant Chi-square, a CFI greater than .95, a RMSEA
less than .05, and a SRMR less than .05.
Shame and Sexual Satisfaction
As shown in Figure 2, wife shame time 4 was negatively related to wife sexual
satisfaction time 5 (β= -.22, p<.01). Likewise, husband shame time 4 was negatively related to
husband sexual satisfaction time 5 (β= -.23, p<.001) in the model with wife and husband love
withdrawal at time 5 as mediators. In the model with wife and husband social sabotage as
mediators t5 shown in Figure 3, the actor paths (wife shame time 4 to wife sexual satisfaction
time 5 and husband shame time 4 to husband shame time 5) were statistically significant, but the
values changed slightly from the values in the model with wife and husband withdrawal as the
mediators (β=-.16, p<.05 for wives; β=-.24, p<.001) because of the different mediating variables.
Thus, hypothesis 1 was supported. However, the partner effect hypothesis 5 that an individual’s
shame would be related to her/his partner’s sexual satisfaction was not supported since the
coefficients for those paths were not statistically significant.
Results Related to Love Withdrawal as a Mediator
As shown in Figure 2, wife shame was positively related to her own love withdrawal (β
=.17, p<.05), meaning that as wife shame increases her use of love withdrawal in the relationship
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also increases. However, wife love withdrawal time 5 was not related to wife sexual satisfaction
time 5. Therefore, the first part of hypothesis 2 that love withdrawal would mediate the
relationship between wife shame and wife sexual satisfaction was not supported. Husband
shame time 4 was positively related with his own love withdrawal time 5 (β=.16, p<.05), and
husband love withdrawal time 5 was negatively related to husband sexual satisfaction time 5
(β=-.23, p<.001)
Following Preacher and Hayes (2008) guidelines, bias corrected bootstrapping with 2000
draws was used to test mediation effects. The standardized indirect effect of -.037 for husband
love withdrawal mediating husband shame and husband sexual satisfaction was statistically
significant (95% CI [-.21, -.03], p<.05). Thus, hypothesis 2 was supported for husbands but not
for wives.
Results Related to Social Sabotage as a Mediator
As seen in Figure 3, wife shame time 4 was not related to wife social sabotage time 5,
and wife social sabotage time 5 was not related to wife sexual satisfaction time 5. Neither was
husband shame time 4 related to husband social sabotage time 5, nor was husband social
sabotage time 5 related to husband sexual satisfaction time 5. Therefore, hypothesis 3 that social
sabotage would not be related to shame for either partner was supported, and because there were
not statistically significant paths between these variables, bootstrapping showed that there were
no significant mediation effects, which is in support of hypothesis 4. However, there were
interesting partner effects in the model with wife and husband social sabotage as mediators, and
those will be explained in the next section.
Results Related to Research Question “What Other Partner Effects are Significant?”
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Because the existing empirical literature provided no direction as how to form hypotheses
related to other partner effects, the general research question “What other partner effects are
significant?” was posed. There were four partner mediation effects that were significant. First,
as shown in Figure 2, husband shame time 4 was positively related with wife love withdrawal
time 5 (β=.19, p<.01), and wife love withdrawal time 5 was negatively related with husband
sexual satisfaction time 5 (β= -.31, p<.001). Bootstrapping showed that this was a significant
mediation effect (β= -.059, 95% CI [-.30, -.02], p<.01).
Second, husband shame time 4 was positively related to husband love withdrawal time 5
(β= .16, p<.05), which was negatively related to wife sexual satisfaction time 5 (β= -.36, p<.01).
Bootstrapping tests also verified that husband love withdrawal significantly mediated the
relationship between husband shame and wife sexual satisfaction (β= -.058, 95% CI[-.29, -.02]
p<.01).
Third, as shown in Figure 3, wife shame time 4 was positively related to husband social
sabotage time 5 (β= .27, p<.001), and husband social sabotage time 5 was negatively related to
wife sexual satisfaction time 5 (β= -.36, p<.001). The standardized coefficient of -.10 showed
that this mediation was significant (95% CI [-.45, -.01] p<.001).
Last, husband shame time 4 was positively related to wife social sabotage time 5 (β= .23,
p<.05), which was negatively related to husband sexual satisfaction time 5 (β=.25, p<.001).
Results from bootstrapping verified that this was significant mediation (β= -.058, 95% CI[-.26, .01] p<.01)
Discussion
The current study found that trait shame in wives and husbands was associated with their
respective sexual satisfaction over time. Furthermore, both partners’ use of love withdrawal was
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shown to be negatively correlated with husband sexual satisfaction, while only husband love
withdrawal was negatively correlated with wife sexual satisfaction. It appears from these
findings that trait shame is associated with the likelihood of using love withdrawal within the
relationship. Mediation tests showed that husband love withdrawal mediated the relationship
between his shame and his sexual satisfaction as well as between his shame and his wife’s sexual
satisfaction. Wife love withdrawal also mediated the relationship between husband shame and
husband sexual satisfaction. Husband social sabotage mediated the relationship between wife
shame and wife sexual satisfaction, and wife social sabotage mediated the relationship between
husband shame and husband sexual satisfaction. Strengths of this study include the sample of
both husbands and wives married to each other and the use of two waves of data allowing for a
longitudinal examination.
The Importance of Shame and Sexual Satisfaction
While the link between shame and lowered sexual satisfaction has been explored
theoretically (e.g. Shadbolt, 2009), this is the first study to empirically validate the relationship
between shame and sexual satisfaction for both men and women. This may be explained, in
part, with the rational that a persons with trait shame tend to hide their feelings and emotions for
fear of having their “badness” discovered by their partner. Sexual intimacy is an innately
vulnerable experience that seems to put the desire to hide and the need to be vulnerable at odds
with each other (Weeks and Gambescia, 2015). Thus, it seems that a reasonable outcome for
increased trait shame would be a decrease in sexual satisfaction.
Types of Romantic Relational Aggression as Mediators
The second purpose of this study was to examine love withdrawal and social sabotage as
potential mediators between shame and sexual satisfaction using an Actor Partner
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Interdependence Model (Kenny, Kashy, and Cook, 2006). It is interesting to note that husband
love withdrawal mediated the husband’s shame with his own sexual satisfaction, but wife love
withdrawal did not mediate her own shame with her sexual satisfaction. One possible
explanation is that wives might use love withdrawal to manipulate their husbands into giving
increased attention and as a test of his commitment in the relationship rather than as a means of
getting what they want sexually. Another possible explanation might be that stereotypes about
sexuality and gender might be contributing to our findings. Men are often stereotyped as being
more interested in sex than women, wives are sent the message that sex is something you do to
keep your husband’s happy rather than for your own personal enjoyment. If one were to buy into
these stereotypes, a man would be more likely to interpret his wife’s use of love withdrawal as
rejection while a wife might interpret her husband’s use of love withdrawal as her husband
respecting her lack of desire for sex.
A possible explanation for the finding that husband shame is related to wife love
withdrawal which, in turn, is related to lower husband sexual satisfaction may be because wives
use love withdrawal to manipulate their husbands into giving increased attention, which they
aren’t getting due to their husband’s shame and consequential hiding behaviors that come from
his shame. As the wife pulls away she may be less likely to engage in sexual activity, which in
turn leaves the husband feeling he is unable to relieve his feels of shame and tension. Thus, the
husband may be less sexually satisfied and enjoy sex less when they do have sex.
Husband shame was correlated with both wife and husband use of love withdrawal, and
husband love withdrawal was correlated with decreased wife sexual satisfaction. These findings
could also be explained in the context of wives seeking emotional closeness through sex and
husbands seeking a reduction in relationship tension through sex. If a wife is seeking emotional
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closeness through sex and a husband is using love withdrawal as a means of being noticed, it
would seem easy to conclude that his withholding of affection would lead to a perceived lack of
closeness of the part of the wife, which then could lead to a decrease in sexual satisfaction on the
part of the wife.
The finding that social sabotage mediated the relationship between partner shame and
partner sexual satisfaction may mean that a partner who has high trait shame is likely to engage
in less personal disclosure which leaves the other partner frustrated enough to use social
sabotage. The partner of the person feeling shame likely experiences some frustrations with the
relationship, and they might feel like they cannot go to their partner for help (because this
activates the partner’s shame). Bowen System Theory (Kerr, 2003) offers a possible
explanation that the partner is unable to deal directly with issues in the relationship, in this case
their partner’s shame, so they triangle in third parties using social sabotage. While according to
Bowen, such behavior may lessen the person’s anxiety, the behavior is not ultimately healthy for
the relationships. As shown by the findings in this study, the social sabotage is related to
partner’s lowered sexual satisfaction. Additionally, as a partner uses social sabotage, the partner
with trait shame is likely to feel even more unsafe, and likely responsible, since they are more
likely to blame themselves. This self-blame and increased shame leaves them less likely to find
sexual satisfaction in their relationship, regardless of what other factors they feel contributes to
their sexual satisfaction.
There was not a significant relationship between a partner feeling shame and the same
partner using social sabotage. This finding might be due to the fact that shame naturally elicits
hiding behaviors to avoid others discovering their “badness”, and social sabotage behaviors
naturally reveal the negative aspects of an individual or a relationship.
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Implications for Couple Therapy
A couple coming into a therapist’s office complaining of sexual problems or low sexual
satisfaction is not an uncommon occurrence (Hertlein & Weeks, 2015). The findings of this
study imply that both husbands and wives use of relationally aggressive behaviors could be
significant contributing factors to the lowered sexual satisfaction. Carroll et. al. (2010)
highlighted the pervasiveness of relational aggression in couples and marriages. Yet, because the
concept is relatively new in marital literature, couple therapists are unlikely to assess this
dynamic. Therapists need to ask about the presence of romantic relational aggression, both love
withdrawal and social sabotage, and intervene to help couples open up conversations with each
other rather than resorting to poisoning the well for the partner with others or just withdrawing.
Bowen Systems Theory (Kerr, 2003) suggests that partners may be anxious about having direct
discussions with each other and so they resort to drawing in third parties to reduce tension in the
relationship. According to Bowen theory, the therapist must have a non-anxious presence and be
able to help each partner approach relationship tensions more directly with the other, which, in
turn, would likely reduce the use of social sabotage.
If one were to apply the techniques from Emotionally Focused Therapy (Johnson, 2009),
a therapist could use enactments to have the partners express their fears and needs to each other
in such a way that can help calm their fears and ask their partner to respond in such a way that
helps them feel less shame and more secure in the relationship. It is in the expression of their
fear, where they share their shame and their partner does not reject them for it, that shame is able
to be reduced. Partners are able to share the thing that makes them feel unlovable, and they can
experience a transformation in which their spouse loves them anyway. Rather than experiencing
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their partner’s rejection which they anticipate, they begin to believe that their partner can accept
even the bad parts of them.
Feminist Family Therapy (Zimmerman & Besel, 2008) suggests that when clients hold
rigid gender beliefs (e.g. all women gossip, men only care about the physical aspects of sex,
etc.), couple therapists should challenge beliefs and suggest that reducing relationally aggressive
tactics will result in more equality and openness. While sex therapy literature is beginning to
recognize couple dynamics as part of the etiology in sexual problems (Hertlein, Weeks, and
Gambescia, 2015), the findings of this study identify the specific dynamics of love withdrawal
and social sabotage as prudent areas of intervention.
Limitations and Future Directions
This study has its limitations. The sample was limited to those living in metropolitan
Seattle, Washington, USA. The findings may not generalize to couples in other parts of the U.S.
or globally. The area surrounding Seattle, Washington, USA tends to have a higher cost of
living when compared to other parts of the United States as well as other parts of the world. The
annual income and education levels of husbands and wives in the sample are consistent with the
demographic characteristics of the area, but that does not mean that the findings are
generalizable to lower income or rural areas of the country. These findings might not also be
generalizable to couples with lower levels of education. Asian and Latino couples were
underrepresented and so caution is merited in applying the findings to those groups.
Additionally, views on sexuality, sexual behaviors, sexual interaction, and relational aggression
in marriage may be vary in countries outside of the United States so caution should be exercised
in generalizing the findings to those groups.
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Finally, the couples used in these samples were heterosexual couples that had at least one
child in the teenage years. Typically these couples had been married for over a decade and were
middle-aged individuals. The maturity of their relationship might contribute to what they deem
to be a sexual satisfying relationship, especially when compared to someone in their early
twenties at the beginning of a new relationship. Further research should examine couples in
different life stages of marriage to see if similar findings would hold true.
Conclusion
This study is first empirical study to directly measure the correlation between shame and
sexual satisfaction in marriage relationships. Moreover, relational aggression, both love
withdrawal and social sabotage, appear to be processes that partially mediate the relationship
between shame and sexual satisfaction. These findings suggest clinical intervention when clients
present in couple therapy with low sexual satisfaction.
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Appendix
Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Wife and Husband Shame Time 4 Predicting Wife and Husband Sexual Satisfaction T5
with Wife and Husband Love Withdrawal and Social Sabotage T5 as Potential Mediating Variables.
Variables
1.Wife Shame T4
2.Husband Shame T4
3.Wife Love Withdrawal T5
4.Husband Love Withdrawal T5
5.Wife Social Sabotage T5
6.Husband Social Sabotage T5
7.Wife Sexual Satisfaction T5
8.Husband Sexual Satisfaction T5
Control Variables
9.Wife Love Withdrawal T4
10.Husband Love Withdrawal T4
11.Wife Social Sabotage T4
12.Husband Social Sabotage T4
13.Wife Marital Quality T4
14.Husband Marital Quality T4
15.Length of Relationship
16.# of Children
17.Age of Wife
18.Age of Husband
19.Wife Education
20.Husband Education
21.Household Income
Mean
Standard Deviation
*p<.05, **p<01, ***p<.001

1
1.0
.09
.16*
.08
.13*
.25***
-.23**
-.07

2

3

4

5

6

1.0
.19**
.16*
.22**
.07
-.10
-.32***

1.0
.29***
.54***
.32***
-.18**
-.43***

1.0
.35***
.53***
-.45***
-.37***

1.0
.44*** 1.0
-.22** -.35*** 1.0
-.41*** -.25*** .45***

1.0

.13*
.17**
.23**
.16*
-.18**
-.19**
.08
.11
-.08
-.12
-.13*
.01
-.06
1.79
.73

.09
.28***
.15*
.27***
-.18**
-.27***
.02
.06
-.06
-.08
-.01
-.01
-.15*
1.71
.63

.69***
.23**
.45***
.26***
-.31***
-.33***
-.02
-.05
-.06
-.07
-.12
-.09
-.07
2.74
1.17

.32***
.71***
.45***
.39***
-.40***
-.38***
-.05
-.02
-.02
-.05
-.04
-.23**
-.04
2.38
1.26

.34***
.51***
.43***
.74***
-.38***
-.48***
-.12
.05
-12
-.11
-.24***
-.24***
-.12
1.50
.75

-.36***
-.43***
-.27***
-.34***
.42***
.53***
.01
.06
-.02
.03
.03
.07
.06
3.50
.60

.48***
.36***
.68***
.41***
-.41***
-.45***
-.05
-.08
-.03
-.04
-.07
-.24**
-.09
1.39
.81

7

-.39***
-.20**
-.26***
-.19**
.52***
.33***
.03
-.01
-.04
.03
.02
.11
.06
3.67
.73

8

9

10

1.0
.31***
.60***
.40***
-.47***
-.43***
-.00
-.04
.10
.08
-.04
-.14*
.00
2.74
1.25

1.0
.46***
.45***
-.46***
-.48***
-.04
.03
-.11
-.10
-.11
-.06
-.07
2.37
1.27
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Table 1. Continued.
Variables
1.Wife Shame T4
2.Husband Shame T4
3.Wife Love Withdrawal T5
4.Husband Love Withdrawal T5
5.Wife Social Sabotage T5
6.Husband Social Sabotage T5
7.Wife Sexual Satisfaction T5
8.Husband Sexual Satisfaction T5
Control Variables
9.Wife Love Withdrawal T4
10.Husband Love Withdrawal T4
11.Wife Social Sabotage T4
12.Husband Social Sabotage T4
13.Wife Marital Quality T4
14.Husband Marital Quality T4
15.Length of Relationship
16.# of Children
17.Age of Wife
18.Age of Husband
19.Wife Education
20.Husband Education
21.Household Income
Mean
Standard Deviation
*p<.05, **p<01, ***p<.0

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

1.0
.46***
-.45***
-.48***
-.05
-.07
.01
-.01
-.12
-.16*
-.10
1.54
.86

1.0
-.36
-.46***
-.09
.09
-.20**
-.11
-.21**
-.20**
-.08
1.38
.74

1.0
.62***
-.01
.04
-.07
-.04
.01
.06
.05
5.22
1.14

1.0
.01
.05
-.04
-.01
.02
.06
.09
5.35
1.01

1.0
-.01
.46***
.37***
.13*
.19**
.13*
23.37
5.76

1.0
.22*
.16*
.12
.03
-.03
2.45
1.04

1.0
.75***
.30***
.25***
.21**
46.36
5.43

1.0
.24**
.26***
.15*
48.24
5.89

1.0
.42***
.28***
N/A
N/A

1.0
.33*** 1.0
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
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Figure 1. Measurement and Conceptual Model with Wife and Husband Shame Predicting Wife
and Husband Sexual Satisfaction one Year Later with Wife and Husband Love Withdrawal
and Social Sabotage as Potential Mediators.
Figure 2. Structural Equation Model Results with Wife and Husband Shame Predicting Wife
and Husband Sexual Satisfaction one Year Later with Wife and Husband Love Withdrawal
as Mediators.
Figure 3. Structural Equation Model Results with Wife and Husband Shame Predicting Wife
and Husband Sexual Satisfaction one Year Later with Wife and Husband Social Sabotage
as Mediators.
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*p<.05, **p<01, ***p<.001
Note: Observed indicators with their error terms have not been included in the figure for the sake of
simplicity
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*p<.05, **p<01, ***p<.001
Note: Observed indicators and their error terms have not been included in the figure for the sake of
simplicity.

